Abstract: This paper reviewed some of the most commonly used measures of resilience. Among these measures, four of them were found to be used more frequently than others and therefore discussed.
I. Introduction
In today's dynamic environment, the capability of an individual, organizations and community to be resilient is very vital. Individual, communities, entrepreneurial organizations as well as countries at large are all vulnerable to environmental uncertainties and changes which present so many repercussions such as diseases, disasters, terrorism, economic shocks, human error as well as equipment failure etc. (Bhamra, Dani, & Burnard, 2011) . In this regard, "resilience has a bright future ahead of it as an explanatory concept in various allied fields that deal with environmental extremes" (Alexander, 2013 (Alexander, , p. 2714 .
The concept of resilience has attracted serious attention of researchers, practitioners and policy makers for over five decades ago (Duarte Alonso (Hollnagel, 2015; Harrington& Laussen, 2015) and ecology (Childers et al., 2015) , especially after the prominent work of Gunderson and Holling (2001) who popularized the concept among scholars and practitioners . Further, the frequency of usage of the term especially how it featured in the journals and articles' titles in the social science researches most especially from 2010, has unequivocally shown the dominant role it plays in various aspects of human life (Bonanno et al., 2015) . More so, a lot of money is being spent on resilience projects around the world .
Resilience is a "Polysemous" construct (Strunz, 2012 , p.113) having various definitions (see table 1 ) that share some similarities "the capacity of the individual to overcome adversity" and "ability to bounce back" (Chadwick, 2014) . As contentious as the definitions of resilience, generally, there has been agreement among scholars that the resilience differs among places, context and the nature of the threats/events. As such, it is very hard (if not impossible) to establish a generic scale that will suit all places, all context and all events. This difficulty can be seen by the overflow of different conceptualization and operationalization as well as proposed measures of resilience in the literature. This paper presents several scales used to measure resilience, including the author name, dimensions (factors), number of items and scales used (see table 1 ). According to Windle, Bennett, and Noyes, (2011) who reviewed 19 validated scales of resilience found that the psychometric properties of these scales vary, some are better than the others. Likewise, all have some challenges regarding their psychometric properties. But they argued that Resilience Scale for Adults, Brief Resilience Scale and the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC) have the finest psychometric ratings. Therefore, these will be discussed. Compared to the existing resilience scales, the RSA covers all three of the main classes of resilience; dispositional attributes, family cohesion/warmth and external support systems. The first consists of three aspects 'personal competence', 'social competence' and 'personal structure'. 'Personal competence' assessed the level of self-esteem, self-efficacy, self-liking, hope, determination and a realistic orientation to life. 'Social competence' assessed the extraversion, social adeptness, cheerful mood, an ability to initiate activities, good communication skills and flexibility in social matters. 'Personal structure' assessed the ability to uphold daily routines, to plan and organize. The second class was comprised by the dimension 'family coherence' that assessed the amount of family conflict, cooperation, support, loyalty and stability. The third and last class 'external support systems' was consisted of the 'social support' that assessed the access to external support from friends and relatives, intimacy, and the individual's ability to provide support (Friborg et al 2003) .
Later, study conducted to verify the factor structure of the scale, the CFA shows better fit as six factor model by splitting the personal strength into planned future and perception of self ( 
Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC)
Due to inherent problems in most of the scales developed to measure resilience such as lack of wider acceptability and applicability, Connor and Davidson (2003) developed CD-RISC, a valid and reliable resilience measurement aimed at remedying the challenges of other measurements. It is a brief self-rated instrument that measure resilience, which consists of 25 items on 5-point Likert scale (Connor & Davidson, 2003) . The measurement content was extracted from different number of sources, from Kobasa's seminal work (Kobasa, 1979 ), Rutter's work (Rutter, 1985) , Lyons (1991) and experiences of Shackleton's heroic adventure in the Antarctic in 1912 (Alexander, 1998) .
After the pioneer work of Connor and Davidson (2003) , several studies examine the psychometric properties of CD-RISC, assessing its validity and reliability (Ni et . These studies documented that the scale has a better psychometric properties compared to others and therefore, it "appears to be one of the more widely used resilience measures" (Goins et al., 2012, p.3) Initially, CD-RISC was a five factor scale -personal competence, high standards, and tenacity (8 items); trust in one's instinct, tolerance of negative effects, and strengthening effects of stress (7 items 
Brief Resilience Scale (BRS)
Developed and validated by , brief resilience scale is a self-reported aimed at assessing the most basic and the original sense of resilience, that is "the ability to bounce back from stress" (Smith, Tooley, Christopher, & Kay, 2010, p. 168). Its psychometric properties were evaluated in four different samples with good Cronbach's alpha of 0.80 and above in all the samples studied (Smith, et al., 2010) . It is unidimensional construct with 6 indicators rating on 5-point ranging from 1, strongly disagree to 5, strongly agree. In other words, the scale was reliable as unitary construct. It was predictably linked to social relations, coping, personal characteristics and health in all samples. It was negatively associated to depression, negative affect, anxiety and physical symptoms. The BRS is a reliable means of assessing resilience as the ability to bounce back or recover from stress and may provide unique and important information about people coping with stressors.
According to the authors, the BRS may have an exceptional place in behavioural research because previous measures of resilience do not target the resilience itself but the personal characteristics that may promote positive adaptation. Hence, the BRS is the only measure that specifically assesses resilience in its original and most basic meaning: to bounce back or recover from stress (Agnes, 2005) . When studying people who are already ill, assessing the specific ability to recover may be more important than assessing the ability to resist illness. 19 Can handle unpleasant feelings It does not take me long to recover from a stressful event 4
It is hard for me to snap back when something bad happens (R) 5
I usually come through difficult times with little trouble 6 I tend to take a long time to get over set-backs in my life (R) Note. R = reverse coded items. Source: 
III. Conclusion
This paper review some of the scales frequently used to measure resilience. In all the measurements reviewed, based on their psychometric properties; their validity as well as reliability, the most widely used scale for measuring resilience is CD-RISC, most especially the 10-items scale (Campbell-Sills & Stein, 2007) . This paper also discovered that majority of studies that used CD-RISC were conducted in medical and or disaster studies. It is therefore imperative to use this scale to assess the resilience of individuals in other fields such as entrepreneurship and general management.
